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Introduction
The loss of biodiversity (e.g., species richness) at all spatial scales must be of concern to all Australians. One of the issues that needs to be addressed by biologists is the identification of efficient indicators of biodiversity (Oliver and Beattie, 1993;  Andersen, 1995; Majer and Beeston, 1996) , such as vegetation structure or plant richness, because these are easy and hence costefficient to measure. With the exception of simple ecosystems, such as rehabilitated minesites (Majer, 1983) , Australian studies give little hope for a quick solution to the search for effective biodiversity indicators (e.g., Yen, 1987; Oliver, 1993 Yen, 1987; Oliver and Beattie, 1993 and high in spatial isolation (Arnold and Weeldenburg, 1991) . Shrublands, in contrast, are highly complex in structure (and floristics), they are largely ungrazed but some have been farmed for varying periods before abandonment (> 20 years ago), and they are larger in area (mostly > 20 ha) and lower in spatial isolation (Arnold Abensperg-Traun et al., 1996) . Taken together, these differences may account for the discrepancy in the efficiency with which faunal richness was predicted in the two vegetation types.
Also, using the same scale of measurement of structure for two structurally very different vegetation types may not have been appropriate. In contrast to the woodlands, the shrublands of south-west Western Australia are renowned for their high alpha-and beta-diversity of plants (Lamont et al., 1984) . Reasons given for this high spatial diversity are a complex underlying geology, small-scale changes in soil characteristics, and disturbance histories such as fire (Bell et al., 1984; Lamont et al., 1984) . The qualities 
